The sources of Theophanes and the Syriac chroniclers.
It has long been known that for the 7 th and 8 th centuries a large portion of the work of Theophanes is derived from an Eastern source which was also used, directly or indirectly, by Michael the Syrian; and in 1897 I published the concluding portion of a Syriac chronicle coming down to the year 846 *), the author of which appeared to ine ; äs I stated in the introduction, to have drawn from the same source. I then poiuted out that down to the year 728 the chronicle contains notices of Byzantine history and military events, to which may be added accounts of natural phaenomena; but that from 728 to 785 2 ) it deals with ecclesiastical affairs and the history of the Caliphs only, while from 785 to the end it is a mere list of Caliphs and patriarchs; from which it might be inferred that it was written about 785 and continued to 846, and that the author of 785 made use of a source which ended in or soon after 728. H. Buk however in an article entitled 'Zur ältesten christlichen Chronographie des Islam' 3 ) maintains, äs I understand him, that in the whole of the portion published in the ZDMG, or at least in the last continuous fragment, beginning in 679, no sources are used, but the chronicle consists of annalistic notices made at Charrhae 4 ); and my object in the present article is first to show that the author used the same source äs that which we find preserved in Theophanes and Michael, and then to attempt to throw some light on the very complicated question of the character of this source and the steps through which i t came into the works of these two historians. On this latter point indeed I cannot hope to establish any final conclusion; but, äs it is almost untrodden ground, the suggestions which I can make, even if they should be shown to be erroneous, may at least hate the effect of stirring interest in the 1) Z DM G LI 669 ff. The whole has now been published in the Corpus Scriptorum Chrietianornm Orientalium (Ghronica Minora pt. 2 p. 157 ff.).
2) Not 784, äs stated in the ZDMG.
3) Byz. Z. XIV 632 ff. 4) I am now satisfied that the chxonicle was written in the monastery of Karthamin: see Introd. to new edition. subject and so paving the way by which some more certain result may be reached.
As to the use by the chronicler o f 846 *) of the TheophanesMichael source I think the following parallel passages will be sufficient proof.
2 ) Of course many of these passages would, if taken alone, be of little weight; but, if we co sider them altogether, the conclusion in favour of identity of origin appears irresistible; and, s the supposition that our chronicle is itself the source is precluded by the fact that the other accounts are often longer, it follows that all drew from an earlier work. The last notice in the Chronicle which deals with matters other than the history of the Caliphs and ecclesiastical affairs is that of the expeditions of Maslama against the Chazars which is placed under A. S. 1039 (728); but, s the two expeditions can hardly have taken place in the same year 1 ), the end of this source may perhaps be placed a few years later. We are therefore probably justified in postulating a chronicle written about 730 which was used by the 'chronicler of 846, and in assuming that the chronicler of 846 used a source which we find also in Theophanes and Michael; but it does not necessarily follow that these two sources are the saine. It is certainly true that the military notices do not show s close correspondence s the others, and that the last notice in which identity of origin seems certain is that of the buildings and irrigation works of Hisham; from which it may possibly be inferred either that the chronicler used two sources, ), and we may therefore assume that both drew, directly or indirectly, from a source which ended in or soon after this year.
The question now arises: bave we any nieans of discovering what this source was? From Theophanes no Information is to be got; but Michael teils us so much about his authorities that we might fairly hope to learn from him without much difficulty the source from which he borrowed so large an amount: unfortunately however the task proves 1) There are a few resemblances such s the notice of the removal of the people of Germanicea (Theoph. A. M. 6262; Mich. p. 526). on examination to be much less easy than it seems, and I cannot claim to have found any satisfactory solution. For the period 582-843 the work of Michael is mainly based on that of Dionysius the patriarch 1 ), whom he probably reproduces alniost in füll, and we find also mention of James of Edessa and John the Stylite of Litarba.
)
Of these Dionysius is of course excluded by the fact that he wrote about 50 years after Theophanes, while the chronicles of James and John ended in 710 8 ) and 736 4 ) respectively, and are therefore too early. Other writers, mentioned in the preface, such äs Ignatius of Melitene, wrote later than Dionysius. Unless therefore the author whom we seek was one whom Michael frequently used without once mentioning his naine, which is very unlikely, we must assume that he did not use him directly at all, but found the extracts from him already existing in the work of Dionysius. Now the preface of Dionysius is preserved by Michael ) and is therefore too late. öaniel was Dionysius* maternal grandfather 7 ) and is three times cited by Elijah of Nisibis 8 ), the last time for an event of the year 748/9: äs we cannot be certain to a year or two of the point to which the source extended, the fact that this is later than 746 is not fatal to identification, and the fact that the great star of Jan. 745, mentioned by Daniel, is recorded also by Theophanes 9 ) is in its favour. On the other hand Dionysius says that the work of Daniel was of the nature of an ecclesiastical history rather than a chronography, which makes it difficult to think that this was the source from which the long narratives relating to Byzantine history which are common to Theopbanes and Michael are derived. About Theophilus we have much more Information. Dionysius teils us that he was a Chalcedonian and purposely omitted all mention of Jacobites; and a long account of him is given by Barhebraeus 10 ), who states that he was a distinguished astrologer and äs such gained the favour of the Caliph AI Mahdi, that he translated the Iliad and Odyssey into ), bis chronicle must have begun at the creation. He was also used by the Christian Arabic writer Mahbub of Hierapolis*); but, until Prof. Vasilyev's edition of this author appears, it is not possible to make use of the Information which he supplies. 785 is a little late for the death of an author whose work did not extend much beyond 746; but this is not a very serious difficulty, while the two records of floods at Edessa which we find in Theophanes 8 ) are some support for the hypothesis of an Edessene source. It is here however necessary to go back to the Chronicle of 846 and consider whether the ecclesiastical notices contained in it are drawn from the same source äs those of Michael, and, if so, whether this is identical with the source of the secular notices: if this be found to be so, it is clear that the author of 746 through whom these notices came to Michael cannot be the Maronite Theophilus. From the notices äs to the succession of the patriarchs little can be inferred, since we should naturally expect to find agreement, and the correspondence, such äs it is, extends beyond the year 731, which, äs we have seen above, is the latest date which can reasonably be given for the common secular source of Michael and the Chronicler of 846. Chronicle. The other ecclesiastical notices of the two authors are quite different. There is therefore not sufficient evidence to warrant u s in assuming any common source for the ecclesiastical notices of Michael and the Chronicler; and, if there was such a source, there is no reason for identifying it with the source of the secular notices. As far äs this matter is concerned therefore there is nothing which teils against the identification of the Chronicle of 746 with that of Theophilus. A more serious difficulty however remains behind. Barhebraeus cites Theophilus äs giving the number of years from Adam to Seleucus äs 5197, and this same number is given in the Maronite Chronicle recehtly published by me in the Corpus Script. Christianorum Orientalium 1 ), from which the conclusion appears irresistible that this chronicle is either the actual work of Theophilus or an earlier work incorporated by him; yet the latest fragments of this author, which extend from 659 to 664, show little resemblance to the common portions of Theophanes and Michael. The earthquake of June 659 is indeed recorded by Theophanes (AM 6150) though not by Michael, and the statements that the Emperor Constans put his brother to death without cause, that he thereby incurred unpopularity and in consequence left the city, and that he was called a second Cain are found also in Michael 2 ), and the secorid and third of these in Theophanes 8 ): on the other band in describing what followed Theophanes and Michael have a common account, which is quite different from that of the Maronite Chronicle, the Theoph.-Mich. source saying that he wished to make Roine his capital and took up his residence at Syracuse, whence he sent for his wife and sons, but the Byzantines would not let them go 4 ), while the Maronite says that he left the government to his son Constantine, took the Empress and the whole arrny aiid inarched against the northern barbarians. Again of the long account of Yazid's campaign in Thrace which we find in the Maronite Chronicle there is not a word in either Theophanes or Michael, and the campaign of f Abd AI Rahman in Asia is wholly omitted by Michael and dismissed in a sentence by Theophanes.
5 ) The identification of the chronicler of 746 with Theophilus therefore, tempting though it is, can only be maintained by means of some complicated hypothesis, such äs that the Maronite Chronicle is not a source of Theophilus but only derived from the saine source; and, if it is abandoned, it follows that the chronicler whoin we are seeking must be the only remaining authority mentioned by Dionysius, John the son of Samuel, of whom we know nothing except that he lived in Syria, though, äs Dionysius eays nothing to the contrary, we may assume that he was a Monophysite and that he wrote in Syriac. Two other possibilities certainly remaia, one that the chronicler of 746 was not used directly by Dionysius, but through Theodosius or John, the other that Dionysius does not name all his authorities in the preface. As to the first, the supposition that Dionysius should not have had access to any writer used by Theodosius, his own brother, or that, having access to him, he should not have cared to use him directly is, in so painstakiug a writer, scarcely credible, while the difference between identifying the author whom we seek with the unknown John and making him a source of John is too slight to be worth discussing. As to the second, it may certainly be true that Dionysius does not give an absolutely exhaustive list of authorities used by him: the quotation from the Nestorian Denhishu' at Mich. p. 20 must indeed be attributed to Michael; but the reference to the Chalcedonian writer who abuses Nicephorus (III p. 16) is probably taken from Dionysius, though he can hardly be identified with any of the authors mentioned in the preface. It is indeed somewhat hard to think that this writer can be other than Theophanes, whose work Dionysius may have seen but certainly did not use, äs is shown by the fact that the correspondence between Michael and Theophanes closes at 746, and that the Byzantine notices found in Michael are füll of blunders. But, whoever this Chalcedonian writer may have been, it is unlikely that he was habitually used by Dionysius, and the list given in the preface, though it may not give the name of every writer from whom anything whatever is taken, must be assumed to include that of one whom he uses so frequently äs he does the chronicler of 746. This author therefore, if he was not Theophilus of Edessa, can hardly have been other than John the son of Samuel.
It still however remains to be considered by what means this chronicler came to be used by Theophanes. As he wrote in Syriac, Theophanes cannot have used him directly, äs might also be inferred from the fact that Eastern notices are found in his work down to a much later date than 746, though he is not likely to have used two Eastern authorities. Now the last notice which seems to be derived from an Eastern source is that of the persecution of Christians by AI Mahdi given under A. M. 6272 (780); for later notices, such äs those relating to the succession of the Caliphs, and those of the anarchy which followed the death of AI Rashid and of the destmction of the Palestinian inonasteries, need not be drawn from any written source. The author whom he used therefore must be assumed to have written in or soon after 780; and, äs he wrote in Greek, he can hardly have been other than a Melchite, äs may also be deduced from the fact that from 742 to 756 he gives the history and succession of the Melchite patriarchs of Antioch. To this writer also may perhaps be ascribed the additions and corrections to the account of the treatment of a Chalcedonian bishop which is found under A. M. 6234 (see above p. 582) and from the resemblance to Michael seems to come from the chronicle of 746, though the error by which he is called in Michael the Chalcedonian patriarch instead of bishop Peter of Damascus should perhaps be ascribed to Dionysius rather than to the earlier writer. In the account of the martyrdom of Eustace also (see above p. 581, 582) we may perhaps see Chalcedonian additions to a Jacobite narrative. The frequent references to Palestine and Jerusalem (A. M. 6238, 6241, 6243, 6264, 6272) seem to fix Palestine äs the place of writing, and we may with much probability suppose that the work was brought to Constantinople by the monks who fled thither after the destruction of the Palestinian monasteries in 813 (Theoph. p. 499), from whom also Theophanes may have obtained such knowledge äs he shows of Eastern affairs after 780.
To sum up, Michael used Dionysius (843-6), and Theophanes used a Palestinian Melchite author who wrote in Greek not long after 780·, while both of these last used a chronicler who wrote not long after 746, whoin there is some reason to identify with John the son of Samuel, though we cannot positively assert that he was not Theophilus of Edessa. This writer again used an author who wrote between 724 and 731, who was also used by the chronicler of 846, or rather the monk of Karthamin, whose chronicle, written in 785, was continued to that year.
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